In this paper, authors and institutions are ranked based on the number of publications in ten core regional science journals during the period 2010-2014. Alternative rankings are constructed by considering only publications in the top four of the ten journals and also by adjusting for journal impact factors. Two impact factors are calculated for each regional science journal. The first is based on citations by the other nine core regional science journals, and the second by citations from all journals in the database Scopus. Discussion is included regarding the patterns and consistency of the rankings across alternative criteria. Comparisons also are made to previous regional science publication rankings of authors and institutions.
Therefore, in an update to the above-mentioned studies of regional science publication patterns, we examine recent authorship and institution publication patterns in ten core regional science journals. The journals chosen have been in existence for more than a decade, are closely connected through citations, are ranked highly, and most have been included in previous regional science rankings. We present U.S. and worldwide rankings of both authors and institutions based on the number of articles published in the ten core journals during the period 2010-2014.
Alternative rankings are constructed that adjust for impact factors and whether the articles appeared in what we consider to be the top four of the core journals. Because high quality regional science research can be published in highly-ranked discipline journals outside the regional science core, our rankings should be interpreted as representation in core regional science journals, not as overall scholarly academic discipline productivity, which can be found elsewhere.
In the next section, we discuss our approach to assessing publication presence in the regional science literature. Section 3 then presents and discusses the rankings of researchers and institutions. We compare rankings by alternative methods and also compare them to previous regional science publication rankings. Section 4 concludes the paper.
Our baseline rankings treat all ten journals equally, but it is also of interest to compute rankings that give a different weight to each of the journals. One approach is to focus solely on the very top journals in the field. We define a set of Top 4 journals to include Journal of Economic Geography, Journal of Regional Science, Journal of Urban Economics, and Regional Science and Urban Economics. These journals are defined as the Top 4 based on RePEc simple impact factors and a general perception among regional scientists that separates these four from the others. Journal of Regional Science and Regional Science and Urban Economics also appeared in all three studies of regional science publication patterns discussed above, while as shown below, not only do the Journal of Urban Economics and the Journal of Economic Geography have the two highest RePEc impact factors, they have the two highest overall impact factors in our analysis. 5 We also compute rankings that weight journals differentially based on year 2013 fiveyear impact factors using Scopus. Scopus is chosen because it has more comprehensive coverage of journal titles than the Social Science Citations Index and because we can compute specialized impact factors for our analysis.
6 Excluding self-citations, both aggregate impact factors and regional impact factors are computed. Regional Studies in moving from tenth to sixth place. Regional Studies drops the most in going from fourth to tenth place. The correlation between the regional and overall impact factors in columns (1) and (2) is 0.68. 7 It would not be possible for us to compute regional impact factors using RePEc. Computing the impact factors based on Scopus data is a time-consuming task, especially for the regional impact factors. It would not have been practical to choose a set of journals based on the regional impact factors, and then compute iterative regional impact factors. Thus, we use RePEc to help define the list of journals, and Scopus to weight the journals based on impact.
Author Rankings
We first compute rankings for authors. We downloaded the full records from Scopus of all articles published in the ten core journals over the period 2010 to 2014. 8 We then used the reported author information to create records for each article-author combination for coauthored papers. We choose not to discount publications by the number of authors. First, it makes the analysis and exposition much simpler. Second, our rankings focus on highly productive scholars, most of whom are senior researchers. Our perception is that the profession does not significantly discount coauthored publications for productive senior researchers, in part because they are expected to serve as mentors to graduate students and junior faculty. This likely involves senior researchers including more junior ones on their own projects, and we do not wish to discourage them from doing so by reporting rankings that punish them for coauthoring. We also do not adjust for standardized page counts for simplicity.
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After constructing the universe of article-author combinations, we compute the number of articles that each author published in each of the ten core regional science journals, which we hereafter refer to as the 10 core regional science journals. 10 We compute four sets of author rankings. The first is the total number of articles published in the 10 core regional science journals. The second ranking uses the normalized regional impact factors to weight the journal publications. The third ranking is the total number of articles published in the top four of the core journals, referred to hereafter as Top 4. The fourth uses the normalized aggregate impact factors to weight the journal publications. For the weighted-rankings, the number of articles in each journal for each author is multiplied by the journal's normalized impact factor before summing publications for each author. Counts for the number of articles published in the 10 core or Top 4 regional science journals are integer values and subject to ties; for these we use the totals for the weighted regional impact factor counts to break ties. 11
Institution Rankings
We construct institution rankings using the same basic procedure as used in the author rankings, i.e., by downloading full records and then computing totals by institution. 12 This was a time-intensive process because of small but meaningful differences in how authors report their affiliation. We also considered computing separate rankings by affiliations within universities (e.g. by departments, schools, research centers, etc.), but the Scopus data and differences in how affiliations are reported make this impractical. Thus, we report rankings for institutions as a whole.
We also report rankings based on the most recent institution reported for each author in our data. This more likely measures the regional science productivity of each institution's current faculty and could be used by prospective graduate students in regional science in choosing their institution of study. Nevertheless, in results not shown we also computed rankings based on affiliation at the time of publication, and the two sets of rankings are highly correlated as one would expect given that most researchers do not move during a five-year period.
We construct four sets of institution rankings similar to the author rankings. The first is the total number of publications in the 10 core regional science journals, and the second is the 11 The omission of journals with low impact factors and/or a lack of citation connectedness are much less likely to affect the rankings based on weighting by the impact factors. 12 Articles containing two or more coauthors from the same institution only count once for the institution. But if coauthors are at different institutions, the publication counts once for each institution. Furthermore, an author listing multiple affiliations on a single publication is only counted toward the first institution listed which is expected to be the primary affiliation.
total number of publications in the Top 4 journals. The third and fourth are based on computing weighted publication totals using the normalized aggregate and regional impact factors, respectively. Table 2 contains the 100 highest-ranked authors based on total publications in the 10 core regional science journals. The total number of articles published in the journals is presented in the second column, while the regional science journal-impact-factor-adjusted score is presented in the fourth column. The first and third columns contain the corresponding rankings. Ties in the number of articles published in ranking authors are broken by using the highest regional science journal-impact-factor-adjusted-score. Comparing the current top 100 in terms of the greatest number of publications in Table 2 with those listed in the earlier regional publication studies for the decade of the 1990s, Luc
REGIONAL SCIENCE RANKINGS

Author Rankings
Anselin, Peter Nijkamp, Dan Rickman and Piet Rietveld appeared in all three previous rankings for regional economics/science articles (Isserman, 2004, Table 5 ). This indicates a long-standing presence in the regional science and/or urban economics journals over at least two decades for these authors.
13 Table 3 shows the ranking of the top fifty authors according to the number of articles published in the Top 4 journals. Yves Zenou is the top ranked author in terms of most number of publications in the top four regional science journals. Two of the five top authors in the 10 core journal rankings also are in the top five in Table 3 with their corresponding ranking in Table 2 is 0.62. VU University Amsterdam has five individuals in the top fifty in Table 4 shows the ranking of the top fifty authors after adjusting the 10 core total articles published by Scopus total journal impact factors. The top two authors, Ron Boschma and Mark
Partridge both are in the top five rankings in Tables 2 and 3 . They are joined by Peter Nijkamp and Andrés Rodriguez-Pose, both of whom are in the top five in Table 2 for the number of articles published in the 10 core journals, and Yves Zenou, the author with the most Top 4
publications. Of those in the top twenty authors in Table 4 , Koen Frenken (47), Jan Brueckner (24), Harry Garretsen (19), Richard Florida (13) and Ronald Martin (11) move up the most spots relative to the Table 2 ranking. The correlation of the ranking of those in the top fifty in Table 4 with their corresponding ranking in Table 2 is 0.59. Table 6 shows the ranking of the top 100 institutions by the total number of articles published in the 10 core regional science journals. Rankings also are shown in the table after adjusting the number of articles by the journal regional impact factors, which are used to break ties in ranking institutions by the total number of articles published. VU University Amsterdam is ranked number one, followed by the University of Groningen, the London School of Notably, seven of the top twenty-five ranked universities based on regional science publications from 1965-1980 by Kau and Johnson (1983, Table 6 based on total number of articles in the 10 core regional science journals: Cornell University, Harvard University, Ohio State University, University of California-Los Angeles, University of
Institution Rankings
Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, University of Pennsylvania, and University of Toronto. The number of European universities in the top twenty-five increased from two in Kau and Johnson to twelve in Table 6 . Table 7 Among those in the top twenty institutions in Table 7 , the University of British Columbia moves up the most spots in only counting articles in Top 4 journals, improving by twenty spots.
Harvard University, Stockholm University, University of California-Irvine, and the University of Pennsylvania follow next, with each moving up eleven spots. The correlation between the institution rankings based on the number of articles in the 10 core journals with those based on publications in Top 4 journals in Table 7 is 0.78. Table 8 shows the ranking of the top fifty institutions after adjusting the number of 10 core journal publications by total journal impact factors. The first four most highly ranked institutions in Table 8 are the same as those in Table 6 , though the second and third institutions switch spots. The four are now joined by the University of Toronto in the fifth spot. The largest improvement in ranks among those in the top twenty in Table 8 occur for Harvard University and the University of Pennsylvania after adjusting for total impact factors with each moving up six spots. Stockholm University and the University of California-Irvine each move up five spots.
The rankings in Tables 6 and 8 are highly correlated for those in the top 50 after adjusting for total impact factors (r=0.85).
For comparison to previous U.S. institution rankings, Table 9 shows the rankings for the top fifty U.S. institutions based on publications in the 10 core regional science journals. Only those ranked thirty-sixth and higher in Table 9 appear in the top one hundred institutions worldwide in Table 6 . Because of the additional institutions that appear in the U.S. rankings, we provide the statistics for the total number of 10 core regional science articles published and the regional-impact-factor-adjusted-rankings.
The top five U.S. institutions, in order are, Ohio State University, West Virginia University, Arizona State University, University of California-Los Angeles and the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign. These are followed in order by Oklahoma State University, Cornell University, Harvard University, University of Pennsylvania and Georgia State University. Five of the top seven institutions are land grant universities, likely reflecting a match between faculty with an interest in regional policy issues that affect people's lives (Partridge, 2006 ) and the land grant mission.
Of the top twenty institutions in Table 9 
Conclusion
We provide an updated and broad assessment of the representation of authors and their institutions in regional science journals. Rankings of individual authors and institutions are provided based on total publications in ten core regional science journals over the period of 2010-2014. We also provide rankings based on publications in the top four of the core journals.
Additional rankings are provided based on alternatively adjusting for five-year regional science journal impact factors and total impact factors based on citations by all journals listed in Scopus.
The rankings are highly correlated, particularly for institutions.
European researchers and institutions feature most prominently in the rankings, followed closely by those in North America, with Asia having a lesser presence. A number of the highly-ranked researchers appeared in earlier regional science rankings, indicating a long-standing presence in the regional science literature. The prominence of European universities in the regional science literature stands in contrast to their lesser presence during the period of 1965 to 1980 (Kau and Johnson, 1983) . Among U.S. institutions, land grant universities dominate the rankings. Several of the high-ranked U.S. universities in the study appeared in earlier U.S.
rankings of departments based on regional science and urban economics publications.
In adjusting article counts for impact factors, it was found that the Journal of Economic
Geography and the Journal of Urban Economics had the largest five-year impact factors based on citations in Scopus. However, when only citations from the other nine core regional science journals were counted, the Journal of Regional Science was ranked highest. The Review of Regional Studies moved up from tenth in terms of overall Scopus impact factor to sixth when only counting citations from the other nine core regional science journals; Regional Studies dropped from fourth to tenth.
The rankings should be helpful in assessing the contributions of researchers and institutions to the core regional science literature. They can be used in addition to discipline rankings to help regional science and regional scientists avoid becoming "lost in academic space" (Isserman, 1993, p. 26 ). The rankings also should be helpful to students interested in graduate study of regional science. Overall, it is our hope that the study helps promote academic interest and research in the field of regional science. 
